August 20, 1970 



iiora *0 isJ John H« liltchal*. 

Atter n.y Ouneral of tho Unitod $t$fcaa 

*»ri a hington , D* C. 

Da-r Kr. flifccb&ilj 



•, lS jr3 I to swoor f<vl»oly undar ostia or to deceive, ralsropresor.t end 
nttumpt to cilalnfora or EialosO & judgo In federal court, your de- 
par tn- nt could end would proaocute • tco. Arc theso things no loco 
reprehensible, is perjury no lee3 u erica, when ooxKilttod by ettor- 
noya /or your copartoent? 



On thros different 00 ca 3 Iona, your doporttnonb has filed notions ole In- 
in; Civil Action So. 71*3-70 Is c'.oct boosu&s, in tho words of the cost 
r.'.oaat on?,, filed In at Friday lo response to aa order Issued by Chief 
Judge udword M. Currr-n of tho Faderal District Court for the District 
of Columbia, "plaintiff ha* bean given aocosa to the pa para requested 
in this public iRfortsatlon suit rod there fora this oaoo in no of. 
llav, under thin law, I an entitled to end o aUwd end paid for copier, 
of Leona In thla file which, cs of thla writing, doaplte the d treat 
order of Judge Curran, have not been given bo, lior dooa such » caoo 
bjooaia rwot on tuo waro of the :: howl nr: of doounonto to a 

plaintiff. 



Appended to this notion were several cocurcsnta. One is the offidav.lt 
of your attorney, David J. Anderson. Paragraph 2 conaludos with rof- 
■.r nau to your hay 6, 1V70, letter, "A true oopy of this letter ia 
at Is shed hereto end is Exhibit 1 end eusbo pure hereof." 



Mbit 1 ls» not a ’‘true copy’’. It Is an edited oopy, the editing ba- 
* • scoc’tpllf nTa by res eking tlist la visible in the copying. Is net 
.. iudge of the i'tiesriil blUwriut uourt for tiu» wiv - < u 

3v. .'ii-. entitled to the Intelligence removed fren your copy of bnl* 

1 ‘tear, especially whan, under oath. It is Jascribou to hi»s «a « tru_- 
copy''? If this alteration hr.e bscn porforeud on all dep*rt»satal 
cup ip a of thla letter, I will bo happy to supply What hns bout? ro- 
jsavod. (inhibit 3, olao booorlbod as "o true copy*’, io edited in the 
£ * fashion. ) 



ftirerriph h is designed to diaraproaent end to dooaiva. It pt r t?r. 
t.r.'. t I did too things for the first tir.a in a letter of June 2 , wrote 
w i.n official of tho Dspartnant requesting notification that h? (I) 
h. cs boon given aeoesa to ell the papers Involved la thla frctlcn end 
fu. thvr xC'iUaatsd to aoo the file cover in which tfc* docussmta hod 
b."..*n tiupt ' . 

y» 

I did not , then or e.v^r, Juot "request" to "soo" thio file covor. 
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that lottor actually said la that I tod earlier cupplied yc\;r 
ueportwsat wlt.ii » lift of tto papers from that rile I tod requested 
end paid ior and tod not bean givun. 'ito ursnarjad offiolc.1 Is tin 
aoaicfceat to tto Deputy Attornay Goner* 1, who lo tto official who 
^oXlvorod copies to &nu to wiacift I had fslvesi p&yaifjiafc* 

*to t pursers ph actually roods* 

. On checking those popore against tin Hot, j find tto 
*irat fc.nd last itoos Kissing. Tto first i» the fils cover* 
lccfc a simple letter laforstlng mo that, in fact, I have 
been given &eoeao to tto entire file that la tto subject of 
this sotloa. 

Thio dolibaroto saiaroprosentotion waa also srado by Kr. Anderson, to 
Ju.'.jo Curran, on August 12, whan Kr. Anderson represented tiio^o es 
aea ariJ additional requests nad« by ne, whereas ttoy ore the initial 
raqu« 3 ta, delivered in writing when I essoined tto file, in toy, to 
Deputy Aaslotont Att ornoy General Carl Esrdley. Despite hl 3 end 
cta«r subsequent Talse r opr esentat ions, Mr. Enrdloy, then end there, 
Xii the presence of ny attorney, told ice to would Cony kk> these two 
item* wnich. la quite contrary to tto oiore presentation in this af- 
fidavit, tto action of which it is port, and to his own letters, 
v.uii.C/.Ap Co ilia knowledge* # contain $uo& gro#o falsehoods th&y qi* onot; 
bo ftculaant&l aaa, in foot, ero Independently established $3 folao- 
hoada by other of hi a letter* alone. 

Pnregreph 7 begin©, "On August 11, 1970, affiant odvlsed plaintiff’.® 
jyt'.orney chat © copy of sold file cover had boim located and would be 
to plaintiff# * It la $ ©is representation ciiJ e deception to 
alHgo that no such file cover or copy cf eueh file cover tod barn 
^located earlier. Plaintiff placed tto fU® cover itsolf in tto 
touJa of Carl -ardloy whan ro turning tto filo to him. Prior bo Aug* 
ust 11* 1970, tto department tod out off saost of a Xerox of this 
Identical file cover* taped the remains together with Scotch tapa, 

**®' J *® nc Co wo* nisropresentod sb tto entire thing, Hopes tee ly, 
i.vj copartraant made other attempts to deceive tto Court end c-> about 
this file cover, including representation that it does not ox 1st. 

Tto remainder of paragraph 7 is, in ay opinion, openly perjuriour* 
f*T.v* ^intanisd to deceive tto Court* which tod just ordered that wtot 
it falsely silages don« be Oojt?. HM it boon deto, it ir cbvi- 
i. .'•r. ^.lduraon would have infomaad Judge Curren that it tod been 
vi nu. ihis sentence roaua* 'A copy of said filo cover was delivered 
to plaintiff on August 12, 1970." 

I note tto one truthful thing in this sentence, its failure to de- 
scribe fctot copy aa a "true'’ oopy, for it was not. 

w 7 e delivered to mo. It was shown to me end w«s triton with 

%j~;; ’ey or. Anderson, lie did not daro ''deliver^ It* nor did hs» dare 

give it to tto judgo to give* as, for to knew it wr>« «n unfaithful 

copy, fcho unfaithfulness being of a non-accidental charootor, given 
tiv ctoroctor of tto Xeroxing process, resulting in ono of tto en- 
tries being rendered entirely illegible. 
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— ' P -i* Jur.ous nsturo oi this affidavit Is further disclcnod by 
Carl ;.brdlcy»a latter of August 17, 1970, which le subsequent So 
t-.'. 'i or. so cf the alleged August 11 "delivery” and to that of the ’ 

i w j.., i’xxlCswVlt. Xhl5 liSttoZ’, Which Is Otherwise fsl3Q itl its 

c..:; ri&ht, in &n effort to disguise this perjury, begins, "Pursuant 
to your discuss ion with David J. Anderson of this office, wo nr* 

o* whr3 lllo ccvoj? w.xlcb you x , e>Qus3t^0» tf Un *j U1 j.I f? 
j. -t..r b-.:vii written under oath, it also would l v.ve boon por furious, 
for ca boat ia directly involved end la coat rcatorial It is "false, 
xt ctatva, »ou will recall that tho blurred portions wsro also 
blurred on the origincl, ' 1110 blurred portion, bs the no at casual 

tlou will disclose, is not blurred o^i tix o original# 

•• * r4 ' : ' i perjurious, Paragraphs in cioorly designed to misrepresent 
j-nz to doo-.ivo the Court. It begins, ”I» tbs August 11 contraction 
c,twc«n ofiinnt end plaintiff's attorney, the latter indicated that 
! la intiff desired a copy or one of tho photographs which wore caonv 
v.r:- uocunanfcs referred to in paragraphs 2.. and 3 above.” It was not 
in fclua alleged converse tica of August 11 but in the written roquoat 
, •..-do In K oy that this photo, graph was requested. At that tine I 
rorvtv'Stou o tiior photographs clso. Whon I was, two wcoka later, in- 
fcrrr d that -ths supplying of these photographs would raquiro an eddl- 
t br r ‘' i£a v, ? u * :3 ; £ J’sducod this request for photographs* to the 
r ;.a lo one. ynls is amply recorded in correspondence not supplied 
to inc court by you end is reflected in tha list of those thin";* of 
which 2 requested copies. 

In court, to 
hie request end 




Ins intent to dacolvo never one led. here oro tsoro exaiaploss 



In ..r . .•.ardley’3 June 26 letter, ho soys of this file cover, the 
/ one X personally t-howoc him in hia secretary's office, the 
v ; z 7 oa ? bo then sold he would not copy end provido, *'... the paper: 
c.-..^.:in.u by .n*. Waisbepg wore contained in a pic in unmerited file 
fcx'Jor. 'ao arc thoroforo unawnr a of what file folder fir. Veieberit 
Ina in »alnd." 'I ° 



,u 



jr> W ». T, - ^ •». •“* '* * r. . 

%> %+^.J J,W f • 



- — . -■ - . — - i’oruxoy wrote, ”2 era enclosing a copy 

oi the only eccorditui file cover whlcn wo have been able to locote 
... , the one ho hold in hie hand in Ksy. 

Parc graph 5 decs not accurately reflect f!r. Eordloy'e latter of Juno 
e-, 1970, to which it refers ss "advising hla (meaning ny attorney) 
v- . c plaintiff had boon given ©ccas* to all doounonto which wore tho 
suoject cf this action”. Uhat that letter actually says Is less, 

v».*.r. fc f v^itl* tlilis iiisiory cT dcllbttrato X'tilnoi^od ^r#ul 

uw.'i'Vrojoauticn, ia uni2cccptubl^ # 4^. Lord lay u?o&o f tf I J^vo bci-a 
c .-r ,v.<i by ir^ivldudli i^x tliis copi'-rte-iib vjIio our filo 

c— v:.r;os nrl ;icy Ilr# ii^a boon glvoa occo^s to oil tiio 

pspora wiiica bo ro^ucstad Irx bis oo^ploiat* w 
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V.'iv.t I requested In pro cicely what Hr. Serdley had told me would not 
bo provided end was net provided, in response to ny written Key ro- 
< jM ■ a t or Judge Curran's August 12 order. In Hoy, I also a eked Hr. 
hcrdley 6h.it, since ho had no personal knowledge, thla letter bo 
written by whichever person has cust:.^ of the file in question. 
Rcfcrvnso by Kp. Tsrdloy to "filo” in the singular whan the depart- 
a-;A hat nor© than c single file (although it 'eigen by denying it 
had rny ) t ©specially with th© history or inaccuracy that taints ©very 
coi;."uxrfctttioa, particularly those of Hr* E&rdlay himself, the "tu.eur- 
aruo” of hlo Juno 26 letter i», at best, ascniagloas. My disflotis- 
f.:otion io not dlniniahsd by its ovseivenoss nor by hia earlier 
ot' temsut that this proper request would bo refused. 



J’ornever, I boliovo your department is in contempt of court. On 
"a gust 12, Judge Currnn ordered that what had been withhold from r.-j 
bo ’delivered wit hin ono week. With respect to tha photograph, the 
copying of which the judge said would take but minutes, Hr. Asiddrocn 
told the Judge it had ^uafc toon given Hr, Andoraoa tha previous af- 
ternoon by tho Deputy Attorney Cunorsl. Hot only was it and tha 
true md legible copy of the file cover not delivered to mo within 
this' tine, but tha intent to bo in contempt la amply end openly re- 
corded in the conclusion of It?. Dordloy’s letter of August 17: 

Wo have delivered tho photograph which Hr. V-o isburg (sic) 
requested to tho Deputy Attorney Gonorol'o office to have it 
reproduced. It will bo forwarded to you shortly. 

Tina, It is clear -that tho department in unooaeorrwd by tho order of 
Judge Curran, which wan tint this bo accomplished promptly, in any 
event, within ono week. Tho shuffling of tho photograph is but an- 
other device to stall. Tha lot tar was not delivered until after one 
week had peso od. 



In addition, if .this language is otherwise accurate, it ropresonto 
lose than I eckcd for end am entitled to. If the Department in going 
to isako a copy of whatever version of this photograph it elects , ana 
th.ro cro several different copica in tills one filo clono, it will be 
tracing a copy that, whether or not by intent, will be loss cla&v than 
pc'. tibia, fba Cc-pcrtraant hoc tho n gativo frets which this photograph 
^ ..no needless tr*3 c*. *i n.gscxve ircoi P'**a»xw ** 

reduce clrrity. I would prefer nnd I expected that the print I paid 
for be made directly from tho original negative, which tho department 
has sad which la normal. 



TTov, were Z in contor.pt, your department would take action sjd.rt 
rj" and I would bn punithod. How cm punishes e government department 
i "do not know. I do know that punishment osa bo administered to in- 
dividuals, for contempt as for perjury. I believe it ia no lots than 
proper to ask «nd aspect that the Deportment of Justice see to it 
time just loo ia done, that those guilty of perjury and contempt, even 
if its employ.: os, bo treated like ell other oitisona sad nice bo pun- 
irhid. If this i » not dona, is Chore ’’equal justice under lnu"7 la 
ch;rc to be impunity for crime by the department and ita officials? 



"Law and ore or" , Ilka charity, should bogia at home. 



Ik*. I'iitJhjll -,5 

IV ur depart, tanfc hna violated toe low for a yosr end a half, by what- 
ever expedient eppyalad to it, beginning wish t he ignoring of my 
prewar requests, fcllout-d by too nsst blatant lien, now ouisiaatlng 
in op i ccRfcsnpft of o JuUgo ar.d fcla ardor. 0a» of fcho coast*quwn«ot 
ii:.s boon to pat v» to considerable coat, in actual out-of-pocket tv.- 
pton-as, in wnctod titss, end in too delaying cf ry writing. Acid? 
f.u. a frur. tracing toe law, which I belli vo cun cot bo other thua pur- 
poseful, the so things era end wore intended, They ore Improper cud 
wren,”. I boliovo too government should held itself to account for 
toeso naosurc-tol'* dc«nsgo9. 

This suit UG3 c«uo'C<5 by the co wrongful things by your doporfcocut. 
do you can bettor understand, J5r. HIchsrd Siolndianst oauccd it 
ini: felly by fries ataSoncnfco cud nic represents tier. a , first, tout 
you bad no such pspers wiion you, in fact, hnu duplicate seta; then 
by insisting theca wore required to he withhelo, under the nic quoted 
lew. Kent, you, personally, failed to respond to the prescribed ep- 
ical, which L had already delayed in order to give Kr. Kloindiomt a 
eh noo to reconsider too inconceivable things hu had cceu-iitt./d to 
p-nsr. Long after this appeal van r-oot, you ruled that I would fc* 
.given access to what the lav requires bo piece eve liable to After 

you co ruled, your dope rtrcont ©tolled by one aelf-Ucstoiming duvico 
nf cor another, end ultimately ctill denied co throe parte of riy 



I'j unno'coeaary travels to Washington required by those nets total 
net loss than about 1300 wiloa of driving and ©bout CS5.C0 in park- 
in.” ohnrscs. Aside from the tlrae required by eo such unnecessary 
lv t ter uriting, I osbicate that not fewer than 13 deyr, wars eo vac tad 
for 5P. I thirds it only fair that you return those costa to no, 
rllnaga at the going doparfc'nvnoal 1 rate and the days at the rates 
prevailing on the mo oiling ton Post for one of cy’ e^perlonco. Doter- 
r: : : tion of the drewge by delaying ny bock is of a noro subjective 
nature. To this I believe it io only fair that reasonable coumol 
foes bo eddod. .* . 




Yours truly. 



Harold Vaisberg 






